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Gratuity or Responsibility? .4
* Senator Fulbright's forthright clarification of his e-experience- Fs 1 1S aid,
stand on foreign economic assistance 1is in refresh- relationships has in many cases clearly conf}rmed,

that over a long period of

ing constrast to the carping negativism of some cf: Mr. Fulbright's warning

. :time, charity has a debilitating effect on both itsj
his comments during recent Senate debates, N intended beneficiary and its provider,” fostering’

Administration aid requests, Although as chairman ptitndes of “cranky dependency or simple angeri
of the Foreign Relations Committee he “can 10 on the part of the recipiént and of self-righteo'us;
longer actively support an aid program that Is! frustration on the part of the donor.” While it}
primarily bilateral,” Mr. Fulbright declared in ajwould be highly desirable for our aid to be chan-}
major Senate speech on the future of aid, he would {neled increasingly through multilateral agencies, |
warmly support “a greatly expanded program of {however, Senator Fulbright goes too far in dismiss+’
economic aid” if it were conducted through inter-|ing bilateral aid altogether at a time when ‘the!

ational channels such as the United Nations, re- tsi(;:il::sumon remains cool to’ multilateral aid i“i";g

For the present, bilateral development: aid would%
. . appear to be an inescapable tool in our aid.chest.?
enator, who voted against a long-term aid ‘author- It is necessary both to counter politically-directed
zation, added that he would “strongly favor” long- Soviet aid ventures and to serve as a stopgap untilg
erm authority for U.S. contributions to an inter- an adequate internationalized effort becomes a:-

ationalized aid effort. [practical political possibility. This cannot real-;
| Mr. Fulbright spelled out in persuasive and con- istically be expected so long-as the Viginam ‘war{
tructive terms why he has shifted so categoricallly continues, and yet the development of 'the’ major:
o the multilateral approach. Basically, hig thesis non-Communist developing nations can ‘hardly be'?

that aid should be changed “from something deferred pending some now-unforseen new'turn’
‘Jesembling a private gratuity to a community. re-(in Vietnam, ( ‘

ponisibility.” In our own country, “Higher ipcome; - The proper ¢ourse for the United States appears‘j' .
eople provide the bulk of the tax money to finance'to Jje in a combination of greatly increased multi-
ublic services of which the poor are the principal jatera) aid and bilateral development loans at cur-% |’
encfjciaries . . . The rich pay not. as a private 3Qt;rent or higher levels. Meanwhile, as Senator Ful- .
qf noblesse Oblige but in fu]fillment of a social re"rbright ’prOPOSES, it is not too soon to ‘begin prepar.g o
%‘%ﬁnﬁ the poor receive benefits not as a jyy ground for. Soviet' participation in the. World i
oaching forelgn ald, hohcosn, the s Liatt: Bank~—"offsring, I Yecessary, 4o sponsor, amiend |
aching forelgn.ald, however, the United. States ménts to the!Bank’s charter that might make meémsj
udu;gtbgr&mwmmmiﬂsﬁm@c Birshle plore attractlys 9 the Saviet UnionZ)
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